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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the above-identified application are respectfully 
requested. 

Claims 1-20 arc currently pending, wherein claims 1 and 10 are independent. Claims 1, 
5, 6, 7, and 10 have been amended. Support for the amendments can be found in the present 
application as originally filed, for example, on page 13, lines 14-17, Figure 3, page 14, lines 2-5, 
and page 15, lines 1 1-13. No new matter has been introduced by way of these amendments. 

In the fifth section of the Office Action, the specification of the present application is 
objected to for the reasons discussed in the Office Action mailed August 31, 2006 (the "August 
3 1 st Office Action"). In the sixth section of the Office Action, the drawings of the present 
application are objected to for the reasons discussed in the August 3 1 st Office Action. In the 
seventh section of the Office Action, claims 1, 10, and 20 are objected to for the reasons 
discussed in the August 3 1 st Office Action. 

Applicant respectfully notes that in the Advisory Action mailed November 28, 2006. the 
Patent Office specifically indicated that "[t]he objections to the drawings, title, and the claims 1, 
10, and 20 are withdrawn." [Advisory Action mailed November 28, 2006, page 2 on 
"Continuation Sheet"] A copy of the Advisory Action with the aforementioned statement 
highlighted is attached for the convenience of the Patent Office. Accordingly, in the next 
communication. Applicant respectfully requests that the Patent Office properly indicate that the 
aforementioned objections are withdrawn. 



Customer No.: 60909 



Application No. 09/881.493 

Attorney Docket No. CD01053 
Page 9 

In the ninth section of the Office Action, claims 1-6, 8, and 10-17 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by Ogawa (U.S. Patent No. 5,936,966, hereinafter 
"Ogawa") for the reasons discussed in the August 31st Office Action. These rejections are 
respectfully traversed. 

The standard for "anticipation" is one of fairly strict identity. A claim is anticipated only 
if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently 
described, in a single prior art of reference. Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 2 
USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987); see also M.P.E.P. § 2131. Furthermore, anticipation 
requires the presence in a single prior art reference disclosure of each and every element of the 
claimed invention, as arranged in the claim. W.L. Gore & Assocs. V. Garlock, 111 F.2d 1 540, 
220 USPQ 303 (Fed. Cir. 1 983). Using these standards. Applicant respectfully submits that 
Ogawa fails to teach, either expressly or inherently, each and every element of the currently 
pending claims, some distinctive features of which are set forth in more detail below. 

As understood by Applicant, Ogawa is directed to a data receiving device that enables 
simultaneous execution of processes of a plurality of protocol hierarchies and generates header 
end signals. In particular, Ogawa teaches a sequencer 32 that is provided with a plurality of 
protocol processing circuits for independently carrying out at least a part of processes to 
respective protocol hierarchies of the protocol in response to sequence selection by a sequence 
selection circuit 28 according to a result of received protocol type identification in a protocol 
recognition circuit 26. [See Ogawa, Abstract] 



Customer No.: 60909 



Application No. 09/881.493 
Attorney Docket No. CD01053 

Page 10 

Independent claim 1 of the present application recites an assembly. The Patent Office 
alleges that Ogawa at column 3, lines 44-49 and column 4, line 65 to column 5, line 22 teaches 
an element similar to the recited assembly. [See August 31st Office Action, page 8, item 10] 
Based on the cites provided, the Office Action appears to be asserting that the data receiving 
device 106 illustrated in Figure 1, 26, and 27 of Ogawa is allegedly similar to the claimed 
assembly. 

Claim 1 recites the feature of "a database circuit configured to store a plurality of pointer 
values for a plurality of first parameters defined by a first network protocol associated with a first 
network, wherein each one of said first parameters is associated with a corresponding one of said 
pointer values." Contrary to the assertions of the Patent Office, nowhere does Ogawa teach such 
a database circuit. For example, column 6, lines 38-67, as cited by the Patent Office, is 
absolutely silent regarding any type of database circuit in the data receiving device 1 06. Rather, 
Ogawa specifically teaches that the data receiving device 1 06 has an input data control circuit 22, 
a capture register circuit 24. a protocol recognition circuit 26. a sequence selection circuit 28, a 
sequence counter 30, a sequencer 32, a frame end detection circuit 34, a header end timing 
detection circuit 36, an interrupt generation circuit 38. and an external circuit 40. [See, e.g., 
Ogawa, Figure 1] Nowhere does Ogawa teach that the data receiving device 106 includes a 
database circuit as claimed. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that Ogawa does not teach the 
feature of "a database circuit configured to store a plurality of pointer values for a pl urality of 
first parameters defined by a first network protocol associated with a first network, wherein each 
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one of said first parameters is associated with a corresponding one of said pointer values," as 
recited in claim 1 of the present application. 

In addition, it is respectfully submitted that the Patent Office relies on an improper and 
unsupported construction of the language recited in claim 1 in its rejection. In particular, the 
Patent Office improperly changes the wording of the phrase "each one" to the phrase "only one." 
[See August 3 1 st Office Action, page 9, first paragraph]. It is well established that "the words of 
the claim must be given their plain meaning unless the plain meaning is inconsistent with the 
specification." [M.P.E.P. § 21 1 1 .01(1)]. "[T]he ordinary and customary meaning of a claim term 
is the meaning that the term would have to a person of ordinary ski ll in the art in question at the 
time of the invention, i.e., as of the effective filing date of the patent application." [M.P.E.P. 
§ 2111.01(111), citing Phillips v. AWHCorp., 75 U.S.P.Q.2d 1321, 1326 (Fed. Cir. 2005)] 
Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, copyright 1979, defines "each one" as a pronoun of 
"each." The word "each" is defined as "being one of two or more distinct individuals having a 
similar relation and often constituting an aggregate." [Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, 
page 353 (see attached)] In contrast, the word "only" is defined as "as single fact or instance and 
nothing more or different." [Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, page 795 (see attached)] 
Hence, the "ordinary and customary meaning" of the phrase "each one" is very different from 
that of the phrase "only one." The Patent Office has provided absolutely no evidence to support 
its position that the phrases are synonymous. It is respectfully submitted that a skilled artisan 
would not consider the phrase "each one" to mean "only one," as alleged by the Patent Office. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the Patent Office's baseless and unsupported 
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construction of the phrase "each one" is wholly and completely improper, and is hereby 
traversed. Since the Patent Office has not considered the plain, ordinary and customary meaning 
of the actual claim language, the rejection of claim 1 cannot be sustained. 

Independent claim 1 further recites the feature of "a processing circuit configured to (i) 
process a particular one of said first parameters in an incoming packet received by said assembly 
from the first network in accordance with said corresponding pointer value to produce a second 
parameter defined by a second network protocol associated with a second network and (ii) 
present an outgoing packet from said assembly to the second network containing said second 
parameter.' Contrary to the assertions of the Patent Office, nowhere does Ogawa teach such a 
processing circuit. For example, column 13, lines 26-55, as cited by the Patent Office, is 
absolutely silent regarding such a processing circuit in the data receiving device 1 06. In 
particular. Figures 1, 26. and 27 do not illustrate, nor does Ogawa teach, that the data receiving 
device 106 presents an outgoing packet having a second parameter defined by a second network 
protocol associated with a second network, in which the second parameter is based on a first 
parameter (in an incoming packet) defined by a first network protocol associated with a first 
network. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that Ogawa does not teach the feature of the 
processing circuit as recited in claim 1 of the present application. 

Independent claim 10 recites the feature of "a first circuit configured to delineate a 
receive frame received from a first network having a first network protocol to produce an 
incoming packet." Contrary to the assertions of the Patent Office, nowhere does Ogawa teach 
such a first circuit. For example, column 12. lines 41-49 and column 2, lines 5-14, as cited by 
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the Patent Office, are absolutely silent regarding a circuit in the data receiving device 1 06 
configured to delineate a receive frame from a first network. Rather. Ogawa specifically teaches 
that a data frame received through an input port 102 is stored in a memory 1 12, processed, and 
then transmitted as a modified data frame through an output port 104. [See Ogawa. column 20, 
lines 1 8-5 1 ] Nowhere does Ogawa teach that the data frame is delineated to produce an 
incoming packet. Furthermore, it is respectfully noted that none of the input port 1 02, the 
memory 112, or the output port 104 are part of the data receiving device 1 06. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully submitted that Ogawa does not teach the feature of "a first circuit configured to 
delineate a receive frame received from a first network having a first network protocol to 
produce an incoming packet," as recited in independent claim 10. 

Claim 10 also recites the feature of "a second circuit configured to (i) stored a plurality of 
pointer values for a plurality of first parameters defined by said first network protocol, wherein 
each one of said first parameters is associated with a corresponding one of said pointer values, 
(ii) process a particular one of said first parameters in said incoming packet in accordance with 
said corresponding pointer value to produce a second parameter defined by a second network 
protocol associated with a second network, and (iii) present an outgoing packet containing said 
second parameter." Contrary to the assertions of the Patent Office, nowhere does Ogawa teach 
such a second circuit. For example, column 12, lines 41-49, and column 2, lines 5-14, as cited 
by the Patent Office, are absolutely silent regarding a second circuit in the data receiving device 
106 that stores pointers, processes parameters, and produces outgoing packets. As discussed 
previously. Figures 1, 26, and 27 do not illustrate, nor does Ogawa teach, that the data receiving 
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device 106 presents an outgoing packet having a second parameter defined by a second network 
protocol associated with a second network, in which the second parameter is based on a first 
parameter (in an incoming packet) defined by a first network protocol associated with a first 
network. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that Ogawa does not teach the feature of the 
second circuit as recited in claim 10 of the present application. 

In addition, it is respectfully submitted that the Patent Office once again relies on an 
improper and unsupported construction of the language recited in claim 10 in its rejection. In 
particular, the Patent Office improperly changes the wording of the phrase "each one" to the 
phrase "only one." [See August 3 1 st Office Action, page 9, first paragraph]. As discussed 
previously, it is respectfully submitted that a skilled artisan would not consider the phrase "each 
one" to mean "only one," as alleged by the Patent Office. Accordingly, it is respectfully 
submitted that the Patent Office's baseless and unsupported construction of the phrase "each 
one" is wholly and completely improper, and is hereby traversed. Since the Patent Office has not 
considered the plain, ordinary and customary meaning of the actual claim language, the rejection 
of claim 10 cannot be sustained. 

Claim 10 further recites the features of "a third circuit configured to frame said outgoing 
packet to present a transmit frame to the second network." Contrary to the assertions of the 
Patent Office, nowhere does Ogawa teach such a third circuit. For example, column 12, lines 41- 
49, and column 2, lines 5-14. as cited by the Patent Office, are absolutely silent regarding a third 
circuit in the data receiving device 106 configured to frame outgoing packets. Rather, Figure 27 
of Ogawa illustrates that there is no connection between the data receiving device 106 and a 
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(second) network connected to one of the output ports 104. Furthermore, column 20, lines 45-51 
explicitly states that the output ports 104 receive data frames (not packets to be encapsulated by 
the data frames) from the memory 112. Therefore, it Is respectfully submitted that Ogawa does 
not teach the feature of a third circuit as recited in independent claim 10 of the present 
application. 

In sum, it is respectfully submitted that Ogawa does not teach each and every element of 
the inventions claimed in independent claims 1 and 10, and as arranged in those claims. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that Ogawa does not anticipate the subject matter of 
claims 1 and 10. 

Dependent claims 2-6, 8. 9, and 1 1-17 variously depend from independent claims 1 and 
10, and are, therefore, patentably distinguishable over Ogawa for at least those reasons stated 
above with regard to claims 1 and 10. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that Ogawa does not 
anticipate the subject matter of claims 1-6, 8, and 10-17. Accordingly, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of these grounds of rejection are respectfully requested. 

In the eleventh section of the Office Action, claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as allegedly being unpatentable over Ogawa in view of Office Notice, for the reasons discussed 
in the August 3 1 st Office Action. These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Dependent claim 7 depends from independent claim 1, and is, therefore, patentably 
distinguishable over Ogawa in view of the Official Notice for at least those reasons stated above 
with regard to claim 1 . 
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In particular, to establish a case of prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, three 
basic criteria must be met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. 
Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. As stated in MPEP 2143.01, the fact 
that references can be hypothetically combined or modified is not sufficient to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness. See In re Mills, 916 F.2d. 680 (Fed. Cir. 1990). Finally, the prior art 
references must teach or suggest ah the claim limitations. In re Royka, 490 F.2d. 981 (CCPA 
1 974); MPEP 2143.03. Specifically, "all words in a claim must be considered when judging the 
patentability of that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson 424 F.2d., 1382 (CCPA 1 970). 
Moreover, in response to the recent U.S. Supreme Court decision in KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex, 
Inc. (U.S. 2007), new guidelines were set forth for examining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 
103. The U.S. Supreme Court reaffirmed the Graham factors and, while not totally rejecting the 
"teachings, suggestion, or motivation" test, the Court appears to now require higher scrutiny on 
the part of the U.S. Patent & Trademark Office. In accordance with the recently submitted 
guidelines, it is "now necessary to identify the reason" why a person of ordinary skill in the art 
would have combined the prior art elements, or at least describe the pertinence of the prior art 
elements set forth in the cited disclosure, in the manner presently claimed. 

It is respectfully submitted that the Patent Office has provided nothing more than broad, 
conclusory statements regarding the alleged obviousness of combining/modifying the reference. 
It is respectfully submitted that the proposed motivations of "support handling of the packet 
related information" and "help processing information that is related to the packets" are nothing 
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more than general statements, unsupported by any evidence, particularly any evidence 
identifying the source of the alleged motivation. It is respectfully noted that such statements 
could cover virtually any alteration contemplated and do not address why the specific proposed 
modification would have been supposedly obvious to skilled artisan. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that Ogawa, whether 
considered alone or in combination with Official Notice, does not render the subject matter of 
claim 7 obvious. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of these grounds of rejection are 
respectfully requested. 

In the twelfth section of the Office Action, claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as allegedly being unpatentable over Ogawa in view of Gabrick et al. (U.S. Application 
Publication No. 2002/0161802, hereinafter "Gabrick") for the reasons discussed in the August 
3 1 st Office Action. These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Dependent claim 18 depends from independent claim 10, and is, therefore, patentably 
distinguishable over Ogawa in view of Gabrick for at least those reasons stated above with 
regard to claim 10. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that Ogawa and Gabrick. 
whether considered alone or in combination, do not render the subject matter of claim 1 8 
obvious. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of these grounds of rejection are 
respectfully requested. 

In the thirteenth section of the Office Action, claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Ogawa in view of Wilford et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
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6,687,247, hereinafter "Wilford") for the reasons discussed in the August 31st Office Action. 
These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Dependent claim 19 depends from independent claim 10, and is, therefore, patentably 
distinguishable over Ogawa in view of Wilford for at least those reasons stated above with 
regard to claim 10. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that Ogawa and Wilford, 
whether considered alone or in combination, do not render the subject matter of claim 19 
obvious. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of these grounds of rejection are 
respectfully requested. 

In the fourteenth section of the Office Action, claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Ogawa in view of Yanagihara et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,8989,578, hereinafter "Yanagihara") for the reasons discussed in the August 3 1 st Office 
Action. These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Dependent claim 20 depends from independent claim 10, and is, therefore, patentably 
distinguishable over Ogawa in view of Yanagihara for at least those reasons stated above with 
regard to claim 10. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that Ogawa and 
Yanagihara, whether considered alone or in combination, do not render the subject matter of 
claim 20 obvious. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of these grounds of rejection are 
respectfully requested. 
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In the fifteenth section of the Office Action, claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as allegedly being unpatentable over Ogawa in view of Official Notice for the reasons discussed 
in the August 3 1 st Office Action. These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Dependent claim 9 depends from independent claim 1, and is, therefore, patentably 
distinguishable over Ogawa in view of Official Notice for at least those reasons stated above 
with regard to claim 1 . 

In addition, it is respectfully submitted that the Patent Office has provided nothing more 
than broad, conclusory statements regarding the alleged obviousness of combining/modifying the 
reference. It is respectfully submitted that the proposed motivations of "support handling 
pointers and parameters" and "enhance processing of the pointers and parameters faster" are 
nothing more than general statements, unsupported by any evidence, particularly any evidence 
identifying the source of the alleged motivation. It is respectfully noted that such statements 
could cover virtually any alteration contemplated and do not address why the specific proposed 
modification would have been supposedly obvious to skilled artisan. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that Ogawa, whether 
considered alone or in combination with the Official Notice, does not render the subject matter of 
claim 9 obvious. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of these grounds of rejection are 
respectfully requested. 
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All of the objections and rejections raised in the Office Action having been addressed, it 
is respectfully submitted that the present application is in condition for allowance and a notice to 
that effect is earnestly solicited. Should the Examiner have any questions regarding this 
response or the application in general, the Examiner is urged to contact the Applicant's attorney, 
Andrew J. Bateman. by telephone at (408) 943-6878. All correspondence should continue to be 
directed to the address given below. 



Cypress Semiconductor Corporation 
198 Champion Court 
San Jose, CA 95134 
Facsimile: (408) 545-6911 
Customer No.: 21363 



Respectfully submitted. 



By: 





Andrew J. Bdteman 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 45,573 
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-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 

THE REPLY FILED 27 October 2006 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 

1. M The reply was filed after a final rejection, but prior to or on the same day as.filihg<'a.N6tiee:of Appeal. To avoid abandonment of 

this application, applicant must timely file one of the following replies: (1 ) an .amendmeDt£affidav.if,?br othei\evidence, which 
places the application in condition for allowance; (2) a Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee):in compliance with 37 CFR 41.31; or 
(3) a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. The reply must baffled! within one of the 
following time periods: ^i^^jLhli'iU 

a) CD The period for reply expires months from the mailing date of the final rejection. ©yir£Jaj^S§jte riRYjSwT £Jth<v'iikEfi 

b) S The period for reply expires on: (1 ) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in tbi^f^jrejeOTo^^cHeygis •jaterQln no 

event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final /ejection. 

Examiner Note: If box 1 is checked, check either box (a) or (b). ONLY CHECK BOX (b) WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN TWO 

MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 706.07(f). 
Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 C FR 1 . 1 36(a). The date on which the petition under 37 C FR 1 . 1 36(a) and the appropriate extension fee have 
been filed is the date for purposes of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension fee under 37 
CFR 1 .17(a) is calculated from: (1) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office action; or (2) as set forth in (b) 
above, if checked. Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

2. D The Notice of Appeal was filed on . A brief in compliance with 37 CFR 41 .37 must be filed within two months of the date 

of filing the Notice of Appeal (37 CFR 41 .37(a)), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 41 .37(e)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
Since a Notice of Appeal has been filed, any reply must be filed within the time period set forth in 37 CFR 41 .37(a). 
AMENDMENTS 

3. S The proposed amendment(s) filed after a final rejection, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be entered because 

(a) l3 They raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) Q They raise the issue of new matter (see NOTE below); 

(c) \3 They are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the issues for 

appeal; and/or 

(d) {3 They present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: See Continuation Sheet . (See 37 CFR 1.1 16 and 41.33(a)). 

4. □ The amendments are not in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121. See attached Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment (PTOL-324). 

5. CH Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

6. □ Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment canceling 

the non-allowable claim(s). 

7. |3 For purposes of appeal, the proposed amendment(s): a) S will not be entered, or b) □ will be entered and an explanation of 

how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 
Claim(s) allowed: None . 
Claim(s) objected to: None . 
Claim(s) rejected: 1-20 . 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: None . 
AFFIDAVIT OR OTHER EVIDENCE 

8. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after a final action, but before or on the date of filing a Notice of Appeal will not be entered 

because applicant failed to provide a showing of good and sufficient reasons why the affidavit or other evidence is necessary 
and was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 1.116(e). 

9. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after the date of filing a Notice of Appeal, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be 

entered because the affidavit or other evidence failed to overcome ah rejections under appeal and/or appellant fails to provide a 
showing a good and sufficient reasons why it is necessary and was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 41. 33(d)(1). 

10. □ The affidavit or other evidence is entered. An explanation of the status of the claims after entry is below or attached. 
REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION/OTHER 

1 1 . □ The request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: 

12. □ Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s). (PTO/SB/08) Paper No(s). 

13. □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-303 (Rev. 08-06) 



Advisory Action Before the Filing of an Appeal Brief 



Part of Paper No. 20061 1 1 1 



Continuation Sheet (PTOL-303) Application No. 

Continuation of 3. NOTE: the claims 1-20 dated 6/30/2006 are rejected with the cited prior arts of the final office action dated 8/31/06, 
and the cited prior arts still render the claims unpatentable (dated 6/30/2006) and the final rejection is deemed proper regarding the 35 
U.S.C. 102 and 35 U.S.C. 103 rejections. Please also refer to the examiner's responses dated 7/29/2005 of the copending application 
09/881367 for which the applicant filed a terminal disclaimer on 11/24/2005 and which is directly related and/or similar to the claimed 
subject matter, and which is also incorporated into this application under prosecution. Please also refer to the examiner's response at the 
last parargaph of page 1 through page 4 of the final office action dated 8/31/2006. Applicant's proposed amending the rejected claimed 
subject matter, with additional limitations, for example, "at least one of said peripheral blocks", etc., (as it alters the scope of the claimed 
subject matter and in fact making the claimed limiations narrower compared to the previously presented claims for which the final office 

artinn dated 8/31/06 was issued V which require further consideration and/or search. ( 

I The objections to the drawings, title, and the claims 1,10 and 20 are withdrawn. | 
Further regarding the applicant's remarks regarding the rejections, the reply filed on 10/27/2006 is not fully responsive because it 
fails to include a complete or accurate record of the substance of the attorney/applicant initiated telephone interviews dated 9/11/2006 
and 9/25/2006. The attorney/applicant did not include any record of the several telephone calls made by Mr. John Ignatowski to the 
examiner and Mr. John Follansbee for the telephone interview dated 9/1 1/2006, and there is no reference to the interview summary paper 
dated 9/14/2006. The attorney/applicant did not include what the attorney/applicant requested for the interview dated 9/25/2006 (i.e., the 
attorney/applicant concern regarding claim 1 and Ogawa reference, please see Mr. John Ignatowski's letter dated 9/18/2006 that contains 
handwritten "Walk thru claim 1 and explain how Ogawa is being applied", "Issues, rejection, claim 1, Ogawa", etc.) and there is no 
reference to the interview summary paper dated 9/28/2006 and the letter requesting the interview by Mr. John Ignatowski paper dated 
9/18/2006. 

Note: claims 2-9 depend upon claim 1 and also includes the claimed subject matter of the attorney/applicant presented claim 1 in 
the interview request dated 9/18/2006. Claims 10 contain similar subject matter of the attorney/applicant presented claim 1 in the 
interview request dated 9/18/2006 and claims 1 1-20 depend upon the claim 10. 

An initialed and dated copy of the applicant's IDS form 1449, paper dated 10/27/2006 is attached to this Office action. 
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fen:* person having dyspepsia the rare-earth group that fornu highly magnetic com pounds — see 

I la \dU-fa-Ke-)a\ n [NL] : difficulty in swallowing — EUnONittbJte^^ L. fr d + (as ' ) 

3ind£^sW&\ « [NL] : loss of or deficiency in the ^an^Sagwary puwf^ch lis dVr5re»^gly wretched Md"wh^J 

power to use or understand language as a result of injury to or people lead a fearful existence — dyVto^Esn \-pe-an\ adt 

dissasa of the brain — dya-ohMfc V^-nkA nor adj dy»trc-p*llc Vns-tro-fik\ adj 1 : relating to or caused try faulty 

J — di»-f0-ne-3\ ii {ML] : defective use of the voice — nutrition 2 of a lake: brownish with much dissolved humk mat- 

,-fan-ik\ adj ter. a sparse bottom fauna, and a high oxygen consumption 

t2&££b£ -^oreat^] : d n&'feeung 'Sro^Jo^^^^ 

-ik, -far-\ adj romusculai 'disorders — compare muscular dystrophy 

• ' •■ — J — ■ J la Vdish^tor** ^pjjjjj^ ^iJ.Vge <fy m " ia - b *°- 




pra-*Sft)I\ P B t< ?the q^ity°or' state o*t 
promt in all placet at all tunes 

I flown by an airplane pilot — called alw 

b!i£^ s .°' unive ~ ,orcoo,p,lte 

ien. pi. of om/iij taJur ^lat 
eout collectjon fa, iof riEpor person.) 
a pl [NL. fr. L, neut. pi. of omninna] 

-,v6(a)r\ a (NL oma/wra] : one that is 

t ml on. prep * advThr" OE; akin to 
, on] 1 a (I) — used at a function 
over and in contact with <the book it ~ 

; deft ~ tl 
eapartCei 

«Wniundi 

or area" oT<~ thTriJht) b (?)'^Sed 

ion in contact with <put the notice 

ited at a function word to indicate 
stion of a praoeding noun, verb, or 
ard the oblect (crept up ~ him> <a 
led a, a°fiS5o^ V * nU * e * 0mw 
action. _ opinion, or ccen°r*iution) 



^<cainc^ B Mo^da'y"<J»e^ h£5 ~ 
' ,~, u ? ed « a function word to indi- 

-.o\nd^^piic;^»S io !! 

? « >n«o » potition of contact with an 
IrSce (^'ne^sn^^'T*^* 
^^rj^nto-o^on^'. 

ILt-W*-*- (atadra- 
•ng in operation <the radio it ~> (2) 
■eration <the twitch it ~> b : taking 
intended, flanned (hat nothing ~ for 

ilnd ^t'Lf^ «»»r»und'no, 

WhoU^^r-toiSc 

SS^d^Uin 



I ILL, fr. LJ : a heavy catapult uaedin 



* fr. gen. of on one] 1: one 
Se'pait: formerly 4: by or 



It one* 1 : at the 



H^on^dlSe^ 
wxrea); up : aditcateofmancautad 
■t native to Africa but now preterit in 
» 'y qyj^ b > ««fr«ak»Ung fliet 
«. pl -Cfreee \-.sez\ [NL, fr. On- 

h-kid-X jt (NL genu name, fr. Ok 
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0MBOjain4e Vjen-ikX orf, 1 : relating to turn. 

on oc.Be. nic 1 ty vja-Hut-at-eX a : the capacity to induce or form 

omSocjv \an--kal-a-je. ag-\ a [Ok onka matt + ISV .Ian; akin 
toOkeamfceoi tocarry — more at enough] : the itudy ofturnora 

^it&SI&P'' 



oil ~ viait) 2 : EMUtOENT. risino (the ~ generation) 
<OM Vwan. ,wanV adj [ME on. fr. OE Ik akin to OHO tin one. L 
una (OL afoot). Skt ela] 1 : being a tingle unit or thing <~ day 
at a time) 2 ■ : being one in particular (early ~ morning) b 



oncogenesis • onslaught 



oni-sUlKUea. one-toff lett compare two-tailed ntrr 
2 on«tima adv : poajJuLY • SOMEnMI 
*^u^ueiy^t^^deme^of^otber itt"""* *"* timtat 01 * ** 
orve-tmck adj : marked by often narrowly rettricted attention to 

or absorption in jutt one thing (a ~ mind) 

one-two Wan-HU, -.lift » ■ ■ combination of two quick Mows in 
rapid tuooeaaion In boxing; ate : a left Jab followed at once by a 
hard blow with the right nana 

on»HupA,wan-'»p, Vwn-\ k [baak-formation fr. ont-upmanship] : to 
^Tbetag^^'podtJon of advantage — uau. uaed with on 




group : anyone at all (~ never knowi) b — tometimet uaed at a 
third perton tubttitute for a first pcrton pronoun (I'd Kke to read 
more but ~ docan't have the time) 

"one Vwan\ a 1 — tee number table 2 : the number denoting 
unity 3: tte firtt in a set or series (wears a ~> 4 : a tingle per. 
•on or thing (hat the ~ but need! the other) 5 : a one-dollar bill 

■on* USn\ n strife [ISV, alter, of -eiwl : ketone or related or analo- 



ing of only'oi 



al(a~ct 



cnted. or produced by only, one individual (a ~ state play) b (2) 
e ni n e M ^an-ni»\ a : ^ qju^ty^ itate^or fact of bang one: as 



given (at by a traveling group , „.„ .„ 

each of a teriee of kicahtiet 2 a : a locality need for one-night 
stands b : a ttopover for a one-night aland 



(not a play of 
at musicians) onl 



ene*arf' \(Jna^r\a^»oSar» earl \Qwan-. .wanz-\ proa 1 : a 
on^'or^erb^for m'ha«T ufvarioui ^ y tructi >J<C, 2 * 

one ahot \Van- 1 ihat\ 0, ooV iTttat it complete or tf— '- 
through bong done or uted or applied only once (there it i 
~ awwer to the problem) 2 : that it not followed by ton 
dee of the ume kind (an intenaive ~ drive for fundi wu ma», 

en e e l d e d \Van->ld-ad\ adj 1 a (I) : having or occurring 

^iSritedto on^tkk ^AKTUL* i<>< P ^T'^tu r mm <kVd ? 
MAL (a ^deciSon 1 ) ~ D n e* i^ed l7 Jdv^olle^d^elivtaa'! 
ene-etep \-wan-^tep\ n 1 : a ballroom dance in V, time mar 
trt quick walking Mept backward and forward 2 : miuic uaed 

*"^e^^«nda«»oetora '' * mM * «™wling bag designee 
eoMaiTvjw^ItilRoOA n : a tutittical tett for which 
oaiau of all valuea of the tett statistic greater t 



nt in only one of two or more wayt 

_ Von-jfl-in, Hn-. -jA(.)in\ adj 1 : being k 
-procatt 2 : condnuoualy moving forward : oac-""" 
ONI aoor Office of Naval IntetUgence 

anion Van-yan\ n [ME. fr. MPoiaoa. fr. L union-, uafol 1 : a 
widely cultivated Asiatic herb Oi/ffiim opa) of the lily family with 
pungent edible bulbe; also : iu bulb 2 : any of various puwu of 
the tame genut at the onion 

on4orhekln \.*kin\ n : a thin ttrong tranalucent paper of very light 



one-«iTMd bandit \.wan-3nn(d)-\ alio o 
w^ ^a^r^^f^ngdWh^ 

IM^aJflKaaA ad] : constituting a single undivided 

One hnnoVed \-1ian-dadV adj 1 : havina or using only one hand 
(could beat him up ~> 2 a : designed For or requiring the use of 
only one hand b : effected by the use of only onenakd 

orw^ unportancc 1 : drawn or operated bygone bone 2 : of tittle 

OnMt^ptSl^y^P^Mm*^ Mali [Iroquois Onfvode', 
Ut., standing rock) 1 a : an Amerindian people orig. of New 
Yo^b^a member of this people 2 : the language of the 

onatrie VS-'nl-rikV adj (Ok oneiroi dream; akin to Arm mm) 
uTeam): of or relating to dreams : dreamy 

orwl.rc-citt4.cal \6-,ni-r6-lrit-i-kal\ adj [Ok oneirakritlfan. f 
onelmi + kriiifcef able to diaccrn — more at critic] : of, 
toj^or speciatizingjn the interpretr" * J ' — 

o n el ro-meivcv Vo^-r»^na)-ie\ n [Ok onelm + E t 

: the musical octave that begins on middl 



'^rcMM-* irld'ustry>°2" being oonUclHal'dh^yX^vhidinM 
communication w^acom|«ter (~equ^meat)^3^o/. relating 



, fr. da one — more at one] 1 

: unquestionably the best : peerless 2: alone in its class or kind 
: sole (an ~ child) 

<Ofriy odv 1 a : at a tingle fact or instance and nothing more or 
different : merely (hat ~ lost one election —George Orwell) b 



tick) b^w\th^«otliei!authe e fi^ 

lose the war) 4 a : as recently at (~ last week) b : in the im- 
mediate peat (~ Just talked to her) 

•only cony 1 a : with the restriction that : but (you may go. ~ 
come back early) b : and yet : however (they look very nice, ~ 
we can't ute them) 2: were it not that : EXCEPT 
on-o-mat-tic \jin-»-'mas-tik\ on) [Ok onamoitikoi. fr. onomaxtin tc 

■ more at name] 1 : of. re'- : 

tames 2 of a ugiulure : w 



handwriting ol _. . 

which is in the handwriting of another person 
orMMnaa-tlea \-tikt\ a pf iui sing or pl Incomtr 
or study of the origjnt and forma of words cap. ■ 
■zed field b : the science or study of the of 
proper names of persons or places 2 : the sysi 
formation and ute of words etp. for proper nanv 



it the b. 



itt-e^pe^MTlLL, fr. Ok anomato- 
sme + poitin to make — more at poet] 
m action by a vocal imiution of the 
manias) 2 : the use of words whose 



r«n-OM^ws»-6n->m*.^w^\a4: man.to.man 2 
■baM^??^^ 
snaroua Van-e-rat, "o-na-\ odHME, fr. MF one reus. fr. L onemnu. 
fr. onep-, wins burden; akin to Skt anas cart] 1 : involving, impoe. 
iag. or constituting a burden : TRotiaLEtOME (an ~ task) 2 : hav- 



ST^SrSuaWrn^loNai/* ru * hing ,orward or oiwtrd 2 

aet.t(nQ\-!»et-in\oaV ' " ~ 

ortahore \ f on-jAHair, 'in-. -^hManA adf 1 : coming or moving 
toward or onto the shore (an ~ wind) 2 a : situated on or near 
the shore b : domestic (~ oU production) <~ purchases) — on- 
ahore Von-', r an-% od> 

W» V'tW\^v or adj : not off tide: in a potition legally to play 

onatde kick a : a kickoff in football in which the ball travels jutt 
far enough to be legally recoverable by the kicking team 

OlMlaught Van-,aloi7'dn-V n [modif. of D aanslag act of striking; 
akin to OE an on and to 6E slean to ttrike — more at slay] : £ 
etp. fierce attack 



J Joke q sing i flow o flaw 



